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The Potential of the Hybrid Course Vis-a-Vis Online 
and Traditional Courses 
Daniel L. Brunner 
George Fox Evangelical Seminary 
Abstract. Face-to-face, hybrid, and online courses are 
part of the panoply of course options available to stu­
dents and teachers in the twenty-first century. This essay 
tackles the promise of hybrid courses for enhancing 
student learning in seminary contexts. The author con­
tends that the introduction of hybrid instruction 
prompts faculty to revisit questions about pedagogy and 
improves student learning. 
In a 2000 address, Graham B. Spanier, president of 
· :pennsylvania State University, called the convergence of 
>online and traditional face-to-face education "the single­
greatest unrecognized trend in higher education today" 
. (quoted in Young 2002). Spanier's use of the word 
"unrecognized" is telling. The clash over the relative 
values of face-to-face, traditiOnal education and online 
learning has garnered most of the attention in academic 
arenas, while the promise of the hybrid model has 
largely slipped under the radar screen. But a shift is 
taking place, Villanti (2003) states, "In academic circles, 
this kind of hybrid course has been quietly gaining 
acceptanCe as researchers note its structural adva�tages 
and pedagogical effectiveness." 
My initial interest in the hybrid model was triggered 
at an Educause event where I heard a presentation by the 
staff of the Learning Technology Center at the Univer­
sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM). Then, during the 
spring and summer of 2004 I was given a one-course 
reduction in my normal teaching · load in order to 
research the hybrid model. My task was not just to gain 
insights for improving my own teaching, but also to 
explore the potential of the hybrid model for helping our 
seminary "think outside the box" in terms of delivering 
theological education. Part of my initiation into hybrid 
courses was to spend three days in Milwaukee, inter­
viewing hybrid practitioners in the Learning Technology 
Center (LTC). Lastly, during the summer of 2004, in 
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order to implement what I had learned and to try out the 
hybrid model itself, I taught a church history course that 
I had overhauled from one I had previously only taught 
in a face-to-face classroom setting. 
As a result of my research, interviews, experimenta­
tion, and student feedback from the course, I came to 
some convictions about the hybrid paradigm. First, all 
things being equal, hybrid courses have certain potential 
advantages over both face-to-face courses and online 
courses that can concretely improve the quality of 
student learning in theological education. Second, 
hybrid courses have been around long enough that we 
are able to delineate certain essential practices for 
successful implementation. Lastly, hybridization offers 
stimulating possibilities for re-visualizing the delivery 
systems of theological education, beyond the paradigms 
of face-to-face vs. online. Elsewhere, I have addressed 
my second conviction in an article that sketches out both 
core practices for creating effective hybrid courses and 
certain . implications for Christian higher education 
(Brunner 2006). In another article, a colleague and I 
have tackled the issue of the relationship of hybridiza­
tion to distance learning models in theological education 
(Delamarter and Brunner 2005). 
The objective of this article, then, is to introduce the 
hybrid course and some of the potential strengths 
claimed for it over both face-to-face/traditional and 
online models. To start with, though, it is necessary 
to define terms and to clarify the context for our 
discussion. 
Definitions and Caveats 
What is a hybrid course? As stated on the "Hybrid 
Course Website" of the LTC, hybrid courses attempt to 
integrate the advantages of face-to-face teaching with 
some of the rewards of Web-based, computer-mediated 
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learning, resulting in more online learning and less seat 
time (when students are seated in a classroom) than a 
traditional course (Learning Technology Center 2004; 
Garnham and Kaleta 2002). It is possible for certain 
misunderstandings to arise at this point. Many educa­
tional institutions are devoting substantial resources to 
bring the Web alongside traditional teaching (Wingard 
2004, 26). These Web-enhanced courses, though, can be 
differentiated from hybrid courses, at least for the sake 
of this discussion, by one factor: the reduction of seat 
time in a hybrid course. However, it must be noted that 
hybrid courses vary appreciably in how much seat time 
is eliminated and in how the ratio of face�to-face to 
online time is divided (Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 
2002). 
A perusal of research reveals a variety of terms for the 
particular merger of face-to-face and online that I am 
referring to as "hybrid." The University of Central 
Florida (UCF) calls them "mixed mode" courses. UCF 
first began exploring mixed mode courses out of neces­
sity; a shortage of classrooms had forced the university 
to rent space in a theater and a high school. To conserve 
space the decision was made to offer courses that met 
half the time in classrooms and half online. Two classes, 
meeting every other week, could share the same class­
room (Young 2002). Today UCF offers E courses, W 
courses, and M courses. E courses meet in traditional 
face-to-:face settings, but are Web-enhanced and include 
some online technology (though seat time is not 
reduced). In a W course a student takes the whole course 
;i 'o'it the Web. The M course mixes modes: some of it is 
online supported by technology and some is on campus 
.though class time is decreased (Lago 2001). 
"Blended learning" appears to be the language of 
choice in the world of corporate training. Driscoll 
(2001) directs attention to the confusion that already 
exists surrounding blended learning. For some, blended 
learriing means mixing modes of Web.:. based technology, 
while for others it refers to integrating various pedagogi­
cal approaches. Still others understand blended learning 
as the combination of instructional technology either 
with face-to-face instructor-centered training or with 
actual on-the-job tasks. For Mosher (2001 ), blended 
learning makes use of "multiple learning modalities," 
something he insists was available to companies even 
before the Internet or e-Learning. The key is how the 
learner moves in and out of these multiple learning 
modalities, which include but are ·not restricted to the 
Web. The concept of "blended learning" can also be 
found within academic circles, with examples from an 
assortment of disciplines (Voos 2003 ). 
However, because the term "blended learning" is 
elastic, varying from setting to setting, and because it 
can refer to the whole of the teaching-learning enter­
prise, rather than just specific courses, which is the aim 
of this article, I have chosen to use the term "hybrid." 
To summarize, then, a hybrid course, in the narrow 
sense, integrates face-to-face classroom and online 
learning in such a way that seat time is reduced. 
Before cataloging some of the prospective advantages 
of hybrid courses, a coUple of caveats should be made. 
First, some of these benefits cannot be claimed to be 
exclusive to hybrid; in other words, some of the indi­
vidual advantages listed are not necessarily unique to 
hybrid, but could be applied to either a Web-enhanced 
face-to-face course or to certain online courses. 
However, only hybrid courses can claim all of the assets 
put forward here. The strength of my argument, then, 
lies not in the individual points but in their collective 
whole. 
Second, and most importantly, I am aware that tech­
nology is- or should be- just a tool for pedagogy. I am 
not trying to present the hybrid course as a panacea for 
challenging pedagogical questions technology is forcing 
onto those teaching theology and religion. Nor am I 
trying to imply that this is the first time the teaching­
learning enterprise has had to face a new reality; 
whether the impact of computer-assisted technologies 
will have as dramatic an effect on teaching and learning 
as the introduction of the printing press is for others to 
address. Nor am I trying to suggest that traditional 
face-to-face courses and online courses cannot be taught 
effectively or are not usually taught effectively. It is 
apparent that simply employing technology- whether in 
online, Web-enhanced face-to-face, or hybrid courses -
does not guarantee the creation of a quality learning 
environment. Technology does not make a good teacher; 
rather good teaching makes effective use of any too� 
including technology, in support of overall pedagogy 
and course design. It would be absurd and arrogant to 
claim that in terms of pedagogy neither the traditional 
classroom nor the online environment can be or are used 
creatively and effectively. Good teaching will always be 
good teaching and will ask pedagogical questions criti­
cal to student learning in whatever environment. None­
theless, I am making a rather bold proposition in this 
article: all things being equal, hybrid courses potentially 
offer a more effective learning environment than either 
traditional face-to-face or online courses separately. 
Strengths Claimed for the Hybrid Model 
In surveying published articles and in talking with prac­
titioners, it is possible to discern and enumerate some 
key advantages that proponents claim for the hybrid 
paradigm. 
Student Performance and Retention Increase 
When used in pedagogically effective ways, hybrid 
courses can produce an overall improvement in student 
learning. Research at UCF from 1999-2000 shows that 
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within hybrid - "mixed mode" - courses students 
usually have "higher success rates" than within both 
traditional face�to-face courses and online courses 
(Dziuban 2001, Segment 1; Dziuban and Moskal 2003). 
The LTC reports similar results. A main reason that 
faculty participants in a Hybrid Course Project would 
recommend. the hybrid model to other teachers was 
because of the improvement in student performance 
(Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 2002). From a corporate 
training perspective, one study shows that students 
using a blended curriculum (consisting of online, face­
to-face, and other modalities) performed learned tasks 
at a significantly higher level that those receiving online 
training alone (Kiser 2002). 
One of the criticisms of online programs is that they 
tend to have higher dropout rates and less "persistence" 
than traditional face-to-face programs. Carr (2000, 
39-41) has stated that dropout rates for online courses 
are sometimes 10-20 percent higher than for compa­
rable traditional courses. Data indicate, though, that 
hybrid courses improve retention considerably over 
online courses and have at least equivalent retention to 
face-to-face courses (Dziuban 2001, Segment 2; Vlllanti 
2003). 
Time Flexibility for Students Is Greater 
An almost universal reason that students report high 
levels of satisfaction in online courses and programs is 
.time flexibility and convenience (Rovai 2002b, 320; 
;Dziuban 2001, Segment 1). At UCF, mixed-mode 
courses result in even higher student satisfaction than 
for comparable online courses (Dziuban and Moskal 
2003 ). Similar to online learning, students value the time 
and space flexibility offered through hybrid learning. At 
UWM the convenience and freedom of hybrid out­
weighed any technological hassles. Commuter students 
indicate that this freedom is only significant if it means 
that they can do work at home and not in a computer 
lab (Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 2002). Increased 
time flexibility, though, does not translate into less time 
spent in coursework - although this can be a common 
student misperceptiori. With increasing numbers of stu­
dents seeking seminary education without relocating -
or at least while engaged concurrently in ministry- the 
time flexibility of the hybrid cOurse gives seminaries 
structural options that involve something less than 
boosting their cadres of fully online courses. 
Colors on the Teaching Palette Multiply 
Hybrid learning provides teachers more alternatives for 
accomplishing course goals. Certain teaching-learning 
tools uniqile to either the classroom or online environ­
ment are now available to the teacher-facilitator. Suc-
cinctly put, "the hybrid model gives instructors more 
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flexibility with their classes" (Garnham and Kaleta 
2002). Moore has stated that the main weakness within 
distance education programs is "their commitment to 
only one type of medium" (Moore 1989, 5). Mosher 
(2001) challenges organizations (and teachers) to break 
away from long-established views of "siloed learning" 
in order to adopt the multiplicity of options at their 
disposal. A benefit of the hybrid course is that it compels 
faculty through a reduction in seat time to introduce 
varied ways of learning into their face-to-face classes, 
and allows them to do so gradually. 
Both face-to-face and online modalities offer some­
thing to the teaching'-learning enterprise; hybrid learning 
allows the instructor to draw on the strengths of both. 
For example, online courses have shown themselves par­
ticularly adept, when used well, at developing the 
written communication skills of students, whereas the 
face-to-face experience can give students more practice 
in speaking and listening skills. Hybrids permit both the 
"reflectiveness" of asynchronous, online communica­
tion and the "immediacy" of verbal interaction (Villanti 
2003). An expanded teaching palette simply gives stu­
dents more options for finding their unique voice in 
learning. Augmenting the number of learning modalities 
for students- which includes but is of course not limited 
to hybrid courses - enables "better learning outcomes" 
overall than the use of a single medium (Dede 2002, 
C.2.). 
Depth of Community Enhances the 
Learning Environment 
When conversations turn to online education, the ques­
tion of community arises. Whatever definition of com­
munity one adopts, the issue is whether the Web-based 
environment can provide the same depth of community 
as the face-to-face classroom. This issue is nuanced; 
both face-to-face and online settings are able to contrib­
ute to the building of community. Not surprisingly, 
hybrid courses can take advantage of the strengths of 
both. One thing is acknowledged on all sides: a strong 
sense of community has a positive influence on student 
performance and their perceived level of cognitive learn­
ing (Rovai 2002a, 43; Rovai 2002b, 330). As seminaries 
explore options for distance learning and as correspond­
ing questions about depth of community surface, the 
distinct prospective benefits of the hybrid course ought 
not to be ignored. 
Rovai (2002a) has looked carefully at the differences 
in community between the classroom and the asynchro­
nous learning network (ALN). He defines community in 
terms of four components: spirit, trust, interaction, and 
learning. His research then compares similar courses 
taught both in traditional settings and through a course 
management system. Some of his conclusions are worth 
noting. Evidence points to the fact that there is "no 
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significant difference" in the general perception of class­
room community between face-to-face and ALN 
courses, "provided the courses are designed and taught 
by experienced instructors." However, this sense of 
community is "more sensitive" in the online environ­
ment and- the potential for failure is higher; more is at 
stake in the ALN community-wise and therefore greater 
attention by both learners and instructors is needed. 
Furthermore, when the variables of community used in 
the study were broken down, both traditional and ALN 
had certain advantages over the other: traditional 
courses, for example, showed greater adeptness at 
improving aspects of the spirit component of commu­
nity, while ALN courses allowed for more critical and 
thoughtful analysis of cOntent and interaction. 
In his comparison of face-to-face and computer­
mediated communities (CMC), Etzioni (1999.) makes 
similar observations. His research demonstrates that, as 
systems, both face-to-face and CMC have their merits 
for building commurlity. For instance, CMC provide 
better memory and retrieval capabilities for a system, 
while the face-to-face community creates a higher level 
" of interpersonal knowledge. Hybrid allows for the 
strengths of each system to make up for the weaknesses 
of the other. Communities with a mixed communication 
system "would be able to bond better and share values 
more effectively" than communities relying on .only one 
mode of communicating. Etzioni concludes that the 
proper combination of face-to-face and·-cMC - that is, 
hr:brid- "promises to meet-more of the prerequisites of 
db'in.�unity than either of them could separately." As 
reachers gain experience with the hybrid course, they 
will be better able to discern what that proper combi­
nation looks like for them. 
The Breadth of "lnteraaion" is Enlarged 
In an editorial on interaction within distance education, 
Moore (1989) suggests the educators agree on the 
importance of and distinctions between three kinds 
of interaction: learner-cqntent, learner-instructor, and 
learner-learner. Hybrid courses offer the possibility of 
improving interaction in all three arenas over both face­
to-face and online learning. With regard to learner­
content interaction, hybrid expands the opportunities 
for exposure to content. In the traditional classroom the 
primary means for the delivery of content has often been 
lecture, combined with reading outside of class. The 
hybrid course usually has less lecturing, but supple'ments 
the lecture-discussion of the classroom with other ways 
of engaging content. In my course, I took some of the 
material that I had traditionally presented in lecture­
discussion format and put it online, requiring students 
to engageJ it before coming to class. The classroom inter­
action following their preparation was improved over 
previous times I had taught the class. Aycock (2003) 
suggests the learners' first contact with content should 
ideally be outside of the face-to-face setting. Admittedly, 
this kind of student preparation has always been pos­
sible in the traditional class, but it took the reduction of 
seat time to force me to examine my pedagogy and to 
seek to discover how students can best engage content 
and how face-to-face time in the classroom can most 
wisely be utilized. 
Contrary to fears that learner-instructor interactions 
lessen with decreased face-to-face time, research shows 
that those interactions can become deeper .in hybrid 
courses (Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 20tll). The 
classroom setting has been shown to provide greater 
teacher "immediacy" and to lessen the psychological 
distance between instructor and learner, through the use 
of both verbal and non-verbal immediacy behaviors 
(Swan 2002, 24). The online environment of hybrid 
courses allows instructors to increase their immediacy 
behaviors by providing personal feedback to students 
·through email, a weekly chat, and/or a regular presence 
in asynchronous discussions. The "immediacy" of this 
learner-centered feedback by instructors is a major pre­
dictor in both affective and cognitive learning (Martyn 
2003, 21-23). Swan suggests that "an instructor who 
interacts frequently and constructively with students" 
(2002, 11) is one of three essential factors to the success 
of online courses. One teacher, who redesigned a large 
lecture course into a hybrid format, commented on his 
enhanced interaction with students: "I have never felt 
more acquainted with students enrolled in a large enroll­
ment course than I do teaching this course in a hybrid 
format" (Johnson 2002). In fact, many instructors think 
that they get to know students better through the online 
component of a hybrid course because of the additional 
information and forums necessary for that format 
(Moskal 2001 ). 
In addition, learner-learner interaction can be 
enriched in the hybrid course. Interaction between learn­
ers is a recognized benefit of online courses, when care­
fully managed and structured; students appreciate the 
equality and democracy of the online discussion (Swan 
2002, 3-4). Because the Web has a unique "interactive 
quality," the networking connections between students 
provided by technology are changing the nature of 
learning (Meyer 2002, 74). The advantages of online, 
learner-learner interaction can then bleed over into the 
classroom of a hybrid course. Moskal (2001) reports 
that the amount and the quality of student interaction in 
class were increased tbrough the hybrid model over a 
comparable face-to-face section of the same class. At 
UWM, when faculty participants gave reasons for how 
the hybrid model improved their courses, tbey listed the 
increase in "student interactivity" as one of the most 
important (Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 2002). 
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It Allows for a Gradual Transition from Face-to-Face to 
Online Learning 
One of the conclusions Meyer deduces from her study of 
quality in online learning is that "there are probably 
institutions, faculty,.and students who are not suited to 
on-line learning" (Meyer 2002, 102). With regard to 
students, -differences in learning styles, motivation, and 
ability to function independently make it difficult to 
elevate either face-to-face or online learning over the 
other. Sometimes, however, students hesitate to engage 
online learning simply because of a fear of technology. 
Here hybrid offers the possibility of introducing tech­
nology in a face-to-face setting. The LTC encourages 
instructors to spend initial face-to-face class sessions 
carefully orienting students to technology and then to 
post complete and clear how-to instructions online; 
when they do, students do not find technology to be a 
barrier to learning. In fact, students appreciate the 
opportunity to learn new skills (Aycock, Garnham, and 
Kaleta 2002). Driscoll (2001) states that hybrid allows a 
shift from traditional to e-learning "in small steps, 
making change easier to accept." 
When discussing the transition from face-to-face to 
Web-based learning environments, though, the primary 
issue is often not the reluctance of students but of 
teachers. Indeed, developing a hybrid course is more 
work than creating either an online course· or a face­
to-face course (Moskal 2001; Garnham and Kaleta 
20,02). Meyer states, "Faculty will increasingly be 
o.llled upon to be content experts and instructional 
designers, and adept at understanding pedagogy, the 
new technology, and learning in an online environ­
ment" (Meyer 2002, 55). Statements like this make it 
easy to understand why so many teachers are fearful of 
diving into computer-mediated education. The hybrid 
course can be a promising resource for the institution 
that wants to reach out to a broader array of students 
through distance education but faces a recalcitrant 
faculty. Developing hybrid courses allows faculty to 
"ease into distance learning formats" (Gould 2003, 
21), and to supplement existing course material 
designed for face-to-face learning without replacing it 
(Driscoll 2001). When the LTC takes faculty tluough a 
process for redesigning face-to-face courses into hybrid 
courses, one of their first recommendations is to "start 
small arid keep it simple" (Aycock, Garnham, and 
Kaleta 2002; Sands 2002). In the beginning of transi­
tioning courses into hybrids, Aycock (2003) advises 
that teachers adopt a "7 percent solution" whereby 
they take a small chunk of their syllabus and move 
it into an online learning opportunity, reducing seat 
time accordingly. Rather than trying to re-visualize a 
whole course, faculty can move into the hybrid course 
incrementally. 
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Expectations Are Higher 
Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) suggest that new tech­
nologies, in and of themselves, "can communicate high 
expectations explicitly and efficiently." When faculty at 
a variety of institutions enhanced their courses through 
the Web- although not all of them reduced seat time as 
a result of these enhancements - one of the unexpected 
discoveries was that many instructors developed higher 
expectations for their students. Because students showed 
responsibility for independent learning, some faculty 
introduced more challenging teaching into their classes 
(Wingard 2004, 32). Hybrid courses, because they make 
greater use of the Web and technology, let faculty 
increase expectations for their students. This insight is 
particularly important for seminaries, because of the 
preponderance of adtdt learners. Data from UCF sug­
gests that more mature learners- including adult learn­
ers- have greater success in hybrid (M or mixed-mode) 
courses and online (W or Web-based) courses because of 
the self-initiation required (Dziuban and Moskal 2003; 
Dziuban 2001, Segment 1). It stands to reason, then, 
that mature or adult learners, if they can be coddled 
through the ominous world of technology (preferably 
through face-to-face contact), can thrive in the hybrid 
environment and will respond favorably to high expec­
tations from instructors. 
Conclusion 
In this article my specific goal has been to introduce the 
hybrid course and to set down some of its potential 
advantages over online and face-to-face, traditional 
courses. But as a friend of mine often says, "The devil is 
in the details." In order to get a more complete picture 
of hybrid instruction one would need to include some of 
the essential practices for successful implementation. 
The confines of this article do not allow for those details. 
Elsewhere (Brunner 2006), I have spelled out six of those 
fundamental methods, many of them collected from face­
to-face conversations with practitioners and from my 
own (admittedly limited and anecdotal) experience: (1) 
the teacher must transition from primarily being a dis­
penser of knowledge to being a facilitator of learning, (2) 
hybrid courses must be re-imagined from the ground up, 
(3) the online and face-to-face elements of the course 
must be intentionally integrated, ( 4) socialization must be 
given priority, (5) course design must incorporate clarity 
and consistency, and ( 6) both students and instructors 
must be provided training and support. 
In closing, allow me to draw a few general observa­
tions from my exposure to the hybrid course. First, 
preparing a hybrid course pushes the issue of pedagogy. 
On this point, hybrid is a step-child of online learning. 
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seeing and thinking beyond the alleged gulf between 
face-to-face and online. By its very nature it transcends 
the either-or mentality. In order to use hybrid effectively, 
the instructor asks which student learning objectives can 
best be accomplished in a Web-based environment and 
which in a traditional setting. In so doing, the hybrid 
environment opens the door to considering multiple 
learning modalities. Whether lecture, online interac­
tions, research papers, simulations, exams, mentoring, 
role playing, collaborative learning projects, field expe­
rience, and so on, hybrid learning pushes the pedagogi­
cal question: which learning modality proves most 
useful in realizing the student learning outcomes of a 
course? Furthermore, by extension, which learning 
modalities best bring about the student learning out­
comes of a program? As pointed out above, one of the 
advantages of hybrid learning is that it encourages the 
gradual exploration of multiple learning modalities, 
such as through 7 percent solutions. 
Second, hybrid learning pushes .the issue of integra­
tion. Whether in individual courses or from the macro­
perspective of a program, the danger of the face-to� face 
vs. online dichotomy is "siloed learning," in which 
course oi program elements function independently, in 
parallel universes. Often what happens in both hybrid 
and: Web�enhanced courses is that instructors simply 
add online activities onto an already established course, 
without either genuinely considering the impact on stu­
dents- the "course and a half syndrome" (Kaleta 2003) 
- qr integrating what happens online with what takes 
pi:ac·e, in the classroom. Effective integration takes place 
when teachers "close the loop" by taking classroom 
time to follow up on an online assignment (Aycock 
2003 ). Such integration is essential not only for 
individual courses, but for hybrid models of distance 
learning. 
Lastly, getting ready to teach a hybrid course raises 
the issue of sacrifice. There is no escaping the reality that 
the transition to hybrid learning is costly, both individu­
ally on the part of teachers and institutionally. As dis­
cussed above, reconfiguring a traditional course into a 
hybrid demands more time than either designing the 
original face-to-face course or developing a comparable 
online course. Teaching a hybrid course often involves 
more time than a similar classroom course. Even willing 
faculty - let alone the recalcitrant - need motivation 
from Administration in the form of release time, summer 
contracts, mini-grants, and so forth: These financial 
ramifications may strike a death knell to any lofty 
hybrid aspirations. 
So why even consider it? Those who teach hybrid 
courses, including this author, report recurrently that the 
risk is worthwhile. Even though hybrid courses involve 
more work from start to finish, faculty satisfaction for 
those courses is higher than for equivalent face-to-face or 
online sections of the same course. What teachers learn 
pedagogically preparing hybrid courses in turn affects 
the way they teach other courses, including face-to�face 
courses (Moskal 2001; Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta 
2002). Admittedly these benefits are internal- matters of 
the teaching soul, if you will - more than they are 
external. As institutions and faculty investigate options 
for distance learning, including the hybrid course, we can 
hope that both teachers and institutions will reap some 
external rewards for their inevitable sacrifice. 
It is hoped that this introduction to the potential 
within hybrid learning will help further reflection and 
conversation around pedagogy, integration,( sacrifice, 
and other issues arising from the hybrid modeL 
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